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riie Content ol Dissent 





Notes written in response to a request for personal 
commentary for the attention of Senator Eugene Mc¬ 
Carthy. With an earlier section on Nixon’s strategy— 
omitted here but reflected in the Introduction—^this 
draft was circulated to various Congressional staffs. 



Qp What sh 0t i M-bc~tlTC"cantcrrt'of xlissent to the-war- now? 

is wrong with the Administration’s program? .. . 

policy proposes, almost guarantees, -a 
great many more American deaths, and a great deal of-’ 

C5 killing of Vietnamese, military and civilians, by Anier- * 
ican combat um 4 s^.^'This is especially so, if the policy 
^ goads the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong into ‘costly^ 
offensives against U.S. and GVN forces,'‘as it is likely-^, 
to do (more likely than are alternative policies whieh 
would commit us publicly to total and reasonably 
- prompt withdrawal). 






‘ even if U.S. combat deaths should be low after that, 
' Vietnamese deaths in eombat prolonged by our sup- 
? port—and caused, on the other side, largely by our 
! continued bombing-—would not be. 

i /^\ XT J 1 . • J 1 1* 


, But even without dramatic offensives, total—U.S. 
•dearhs over^the next two years are almost sure to be 
large, and Vietnamese deaths much larger still. And 


(2) No adequate purpose is served by these addi- 
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tional deaths. The 
as the war goes on 
^ have served no purpose whatever. They will have 
merely postponed an ultimate outcome described 
simply: the Aiucricans leave, the couimunisis dominate 
South Vietnam. 

But suppose that t^e best outcome envisioned by 
the plan com^^ so - that witl^ tlic continued pres¬ 

ence of 30,000 U.S. troops and^ air simport, and indefi¬ 
nitely prolonged bombingJ?wiarro\\^based, self-serv- 

• . . ing military dictatorship, with qr^^without a emefuUy r/^^eo/ 

and impotent fagade,'^/l!persists 

extending poliee controls over a majority of the citi- 
zens of South Vietnam. Neither would this result come 
anywhere near justifying the deaths"sufTered or inflicted 
by U.S. conihat i^rtiripatign in this war for two more 
years, or one more year. • 

AfterTdl, How. many lives—American or Vietnamese 
• —does the Administration think would be justifiably 
, (^ypent^eJ to gchieve ti^js result? How many do they be¬ 
lieve would die? How sure are they of this last esti- 
ma e: h vvv sure it would not be twice as much, or 
more? How many lives arc they prepared to gamble 

• I Oft Arif] how many more Tct “victo¬ 

ries,” how many My Lai’s would it be acceptable to ex- 
i peuence.^ ... 

: Indeed, it is simply an unjustifiable abuse of the 

, Vietnamese people to cooperate in imposing such a re- 
' gime upon them (even without a war); and it is an ■ 

j abuse of ourselves, of our sense of values and purpose, 
j of the ideals and the sacrificed lives of our youth, to 
pretend otherwise, to deceive ourselves further. « 

(3) Those who believe that Nixon is leading us— T 

our troops and our bombers—out of Vietnam either 
rapidly or altogether, are Received. Those who know- ! 

I ingly accept his leadcj^s lH fi Toward a continued combat ! 
presence and involvement are being led in a wrong i 


most likely ^ulcome, increasingly so 
, is that E hcsc'^addi H onal -deaths will 
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direction; and the longer liie President is allowed to 
set this course without protest, the harder it will be for 
him, or anyone, to change it later. 

If the policy succeeds to the limit of his reasonable 
hopes, it means that we stay in Vietnam “forever,” sup¬ 
porting an ongoing war with money, bombs, and na¬ 
palm. It means we would have reversed the policy 
errors of 1965 onwards (bombing the North, open- 
ended commitment of U.S. ground troops) only to re¬ 
turn to the policy errors of 1961-64, more cnicicntly 
carried out. Continued involvcmciU^would still carry 
the seeds of future re-escalation, wid t the commitment 
of personal, party, and national prcstige;Adcclaration 
of vital intercst;Al3ureaucratic incentives to give over- 
optimistic estimates of the prospects of “victory”; and 
pressures on the other side to raise the bid. 

But even if the level of U.S. casualties remained low 
—indeed, even if Vietnamese casualties finally became 
low, as violence subsided—the results achieved would 
not justify even the subsequent, ongoing costs, in moral 
and psychological terms as well as material and human, 
of a prolonged occupation of South Vietnam by U.S. 
support troops, U.S.-paid mercenaries, and a U.S.- 
linanced, dictatorial regime. 

(4) It is simply untrue, now as in the past—a con¬ 
scious deceit—that it has been the goal of our govern¬ 
ment to promote “free choiee, self-determination” by 
the people of Vietnam, North or South. Sinee at least 
1949 (the'^fall of China) successive American admin¬ 
istrations have seen it as strongly contrary to our inter- « 
ests that a Vietnamese government (or after 1954, a 
South Vietnamese government) should contain any 
communists in significant roles, believing that, as in | 
post-war Czechoslovakia and unlike France or Italy, 
this would be bound to lead to communist take-over, an 
outcome “unacceptable” to us. j 

The real issue is not whether a large majority of the ’ 
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Soiilh Viclnamcsc would have voted for Mo Chi Minh 
in a free election in 1954, as I’resident Eisenhower and 
our National Intelligence Estimates believed; or even 
whether they would currently win the high proportion 
of Assembly seats that the well-organized Catholics 
have achieved with less than 10 percent of the popula¬ 
tion. What is clear is that each government wc have 
backed in South V'ietnam has lacked, by our own 
estimates, the support of a majority of the people of the 
country, and has indeed enjoyed the willing support of 
factions no larger altogether than the communist-led 
minority which was being excluded totally from open 
political participation. 

Each of these governmemt^^ has been totally depen¬ 
dent upon foreign aid, i nZp'aff because wc made it so 
freely available, but primarily because it has lacked 
the political support and the self-assurance to tax its 
own people sutliciently to meet its internal needs. In¬ 
deed, such urban support as they have enjoyed has to a 
large extent been bought by our willingness to maintain 
an artificially high standard of living through commod¬ 
ity imports. Likewise, the most important internal pil¬ 
lar of these governments, the army, has been .bought 
for them by almost total U.S. underwriting of the mili¬ 
tary budget. 

The-< ?urr^nt result is a basically military rpgime whose 
rationale for leadership and whose (largely^ corfupt) 
Income.derive main ly from the war and would almost 
surely o nt k d with the ending of the war and 
American support. This Joss of income and status 
the military leadership would result not only if the war 
ended with a communist victory but even if it ended 
with a total defeat of the communists, if that should | 
end the urgency of American pressures and support for 
a strictly anti-communist regime. Thus, the interests of i 
the Thieu/Ky Government are served only by a con- | 
tinuation of a war with American support. 
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If support of such a govcrnniciU serves any Aincri- 
ean interests, there ^nc^^lhrce, at least, that it cannot 
serve at all: the neec^to^^A^’ our presence and inter¬ 
vention in Vietnam; our desire to believe that our ef¬ 
forts support the interests and desires of the Vietnam¬ 
ese people; the need to see the war ended. To say that 
the terms of our departure arc dependent upon the will 
of this government is to say no more than that we have 
chosen to stay forever. To take the will of this govern- 
ment as evidence and expression of the will of the mass 
of the Vietnamese people that the war and our combat 
participation in it should continue, is to deceive the 
American public. 

It is, indeed, not for us to choosQ Hf^form of govern¬ 
ment for the Vietnamese people. But it is time to end 
the deception that we have not made that choice for 
them, when we support with our armed presence and 
vast material aid a government that is, on the one hand, 
totally dependent on that support, and on the other 
hand, which suppresses all opposition and freedom of 
expression. 

The members of a regime that forbids freedom of' 
speech, press, and political representation bearing upon 
the most vital question of society, war, or peace, may 
find their own reasons for doing so, but we cannot 
justify continuing our support of them, financial or 
othervvise. should make this clear; and, i^^there is 
no^'^Si^^^ the practiccs^pf t^ regime andJithe free¬ 
doms enjoyed by the publiSftofally end our support. 

There are no doubt, other regimes in the world that 
i:e^tfTet-frccdQm yet enjoy our aid.' Our policies may- 
need questioning there too, but at least they do not im¬ 
pose on us the moral burden of prolonging, as a direct 

' Aa this go o !) to- prc fic. Vice President Agnew 4^ in the iiiiust 
o f grand tour of such “Free World” friendsK Saudi Arabia, 
Ethiopia, Spain, Portugal, Morocco ... 
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. i conscciucncc of our aid, a bloody, devastating, uii- 
, wanted war. 

(a; I he most intense politieal interest of niost^Vict- 
ntinicse tit this time is not for t!ie rule of one personality 
or party over another, hut for peace. That is a desire 
that receives neither expression nor representation— 
I thus one that is hard to “prove”—in a state where (in 
I the South, as in the North) freedom of speech and po¬ 
litical activity on this very subject arc forbidden, and 
candidates who might voice this desire cannot run for 

's there a knowledgeable 
oHicial of our govcrnnicnt, is there an authority with 
hrst-hand experience of^Victnamese society and politics, 
i Relieve that a majority of th'^Wetnam- 

vL't in a free choice, prefer peace under 

r,v^c\ the opposing governments to a continuation 

/t(5^ contrary, knowledgeable people who yet sup- 

^, ^^tninistration policy find, rather, reasons why 
intervention is “necessary” despite the fact that it 
imposing a regime and a war upon the mass 
Vietnamese people against their desires. But the 
reasons arc inadequate; the “necessity” is spurious, an 
illusion or a lie; and the policy that denies the import 
^ncsc Vietnamese desires is ultimately dishonorable. 
For twenty years, we hav'c presented our involvement 
in Vietnam to ourselves in terms of altruism, generosity, 

. common aims with the Vietnamese people. We have 

thought of safeguarding our own interests by way of 
safeguarding those of the Vietnamese, offering them a 
freer and better life than they could hope for under 
communist domination. Our “goals” for the Vietnamese 
people have not been unworthy, but they have amounted 
to fantasies hiding the reality of what it was we were 
constructing as a fortress against communism—an al¬ 
ternative dictatorship, a succession of governments that 
have earned the hatred and opposition of many of the 
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most patriotic tmcl talented Vietnamese, the contempt 
of most of tlic rest, regimes that could not attract the 
loyalty and support of most Vietnamese even as an 
alternative to communist rule. And the same fantasies 
hid from us the horrors being committed daily by us 
and by those we have upheld. 

Our elforts supposedly in the interests of the Viet¬ 
namese, have, in fact, delivered them to governments 
they caii^u^barcly prefer to communism, and to an 
endless, devastating war. It is time at last to deliver 
them from our help; from our involvement; from our 
concern. We can help them, at l ast, only by leaving 
them alone. 

As for our cfTorts to serve our own interests in Viet¬ 
nam,. these also have failed: for it is no success, nor 
evidence of our wisdom, human values, and fitness'for 
leadership, to have postponed communist rule so long 
at the human and material costs we have imposed on 
the Vietnamese and ourselves. Nor can this failure be 
redeemed by imposing new costs, new horrors, let 
alone by the new failures that arc most likely if we 
continue. Nor could it be redeemed, or past costs justi¬ 
fied, even by the kind of “success” described above, 
the best we can realistically hope to achieve. 

If the regime we have supported should be sup¬ 
planted by communist rule after we withdraw the props 
of U.S. arms and taxes, that change in itself would be 
—for the mass of the Vietnamese people—no tragedy 
comparable, to the prolongation of the war: though 
the victims under the two regimes would differ (and 
we have an obligation to provide sanctuary for those 
we have most compromised). 

Such an outcome could, no doubt, lead to harsh 
recriminations within our own countryy^especially ^ 
among those who overestimate the advantages offered 
by the regimes we have imposed upon the Victnam£ 5 e 
compared to communist rule/^nd who underrSl^'DOth 















T" 


PUBLIC STATEMENTS ON THE VIETNAM WAR 29 

the burdens of continued war upon the Vietnamese and 

their*dc^rc for peace. But in any case, a+iiong many 
e «i-«r>«-r> \i7r\iiLi Hr* PMm —n^noQinf? the failurc 


ef-ew 

of Amci 


iCMi:e lor peace, out m any .. j 

~ e iti*z^niT there would be penn at sooing the failurc j ^ 
KJL /n.iiicrican effort^ dramatized so starkly. The threat 
,not only of dissension but of a I'csiji^ncc of McCarthy- 
/(ism would be a very serious pc^ical-problcm wi t h - 

/ .Avhich this eoum-ry mi<^ht.havc.iQ deal 
[ Yet it vyrp^^ morally wrong, to think of . 

\ postponing or dcafnig - wit h- that problem now by pro- 
\ longing the human costs of this war. • 
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Murder In Laos; \ The I^ason Why 
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f thoiioH driven by Che’s curse, 

Richard Nixon seems compelled to 
create “two, three . . . many Vietnains” 
in Southeast Asia. 

l'h*» r»Qrf» of tny^.sion is ninck/*nino 

On the first evening of the invasion of 
Laos. Vice President Ky pointed to 
what could be the next. South Viet¬ 
namese ground forces, he said, might 
have to cross the 17th parallel into 
North Vietnam to hit supply bases 
above the DMZ. It was six years since 
South Vietnamese forces had first done 
that, in the air, with Ky himself 
leading the attack. In fact, Ky was 
speaking at a dinner marking the 
anniversary, largely unnoticed in the 
US. of those raids of February 7 and 
8 , 1965, which “retaliated” for the 
death of eight Americans in an NLF 
attack on Pleiku and led to a three- 
year bombing campaign against the 
North. Ky’s warning, coinciding with 
the new' offensive in Laos, linked the 
past, present, and future of a funda¬ 
mentally unchanging US strategy in 
Indoc hiria ^ ^ 

TjS itseit, not cveni the 
Orwellian communiques seem to have 
i.r^re-i r>n 7 t965, the 

V/hite House chose the occasion of its 
annovincement that US bombers were 
crossing the borders of North Vietnam 
to repeat its past assurances to the 
American public: “As the US Govern¬ 
ment has freque;itly stated, we seek no 
wider war.” On February 9, 1971, as 
US bombers and helicopters were for 
the first time accompanying South 
Vietnamese forces-paid, equipped, and 
supported by' the US—into Laos, Secre¬ 
tary Laird told the nation: “We have 
not widened the v/ar.” He added: “To 
the contrary, we have shortened if.” 

To the contrary^-as all can see-we 
have widened it. V/hy? When and why 
vWll we do it again? There is, in truth, 
a coherent inner logic to the policy 
that contains answers to these ques¬ 
tions. It is a logic that has pointed for 
at least the last year to the invasion of 
Laos-and beyond. 


^'l^r twenty years-since the fall of what e w 

■‘ eiiTna” and the rise of McCarthy Rule if h ^ Republican Presi- 

1 of Indochina policy for an American , p^.^er, even ag . 

P.esident has been: Do not lose the « detcmimed not^to 

rest of Vietnam to communism before u in 

the next election. But there was also or from 

Rule 2, learned shortly thereafter m | the c ^ 

Korea: Do not fight a land war in Asia calling to his 

1 with US ground combat troops either, ^.,g<,iion. ‘“L ,015 of a threat 

Three Presidents, starting with Trainan, and ms pr - political 

managed to satisfy both constramtv the o^u 

! during their terms and passed th ,gai,ty, or on a l - 
' challenge on to their successors. The , n* not th 

problem grew, and Lyndon Johnson s , , that fom c,f 


Presidency was crushed in its first fulL ^ch a threat seriously and Nixon smi] 
term by the impossibility ofM <toeO 

oom reqmremenis^ ti,at in- 

foundering on Kui^ - in 1960 \ fuience Mr. Nixon’s choices, but they 

Rule 1 for bis successor, even in 196 , u ^ 


even foi a Republican, even for R.ci. 

ard Nixon. • ^ ^ 

Like Kennedy and Jolmson betore 

a • ' .vi'’ Nixon believes he cannotj 

him, .vicualu ^-OII 


n.dr.r in the .‘vinic direction. 1 iierc isj 
good evidence that the President is, 
even more than his predecessors, a\ 
true believer” in the cold war pienu 


^ lea( 




h. ca^ .ni.» 

It; of 

^ power in .A.s!a, .sliowing strength ti 

Ills first. „.j-.-„ors had seen th^ Russians and Chinese, containing ^-oai 
His two p _ niunism -monoiiihic or not-and avoid- 

>________;— I ing tire reverberating damage of a F 

l^ders of the previous Democratic ■ failure or hurniUidh^n. 
administration driven from office after instincts is the 

they had been charged with having stronger mailers iittic in this case, fci 
“lost China.” More specifically, they ^ 
were accused of losing China without , 
trying, without making full use of US 

airpower or advisers, without giving ^ 

full support to an anticommunist Asian ■ 

allY*. omissions pointing to weakness or reinforce each other in Vietnan 

treason. Kennedy and Johnson both pQ]j^.y; Saigon must not “fall”., 
feared that the accusation of “losing above all, not too soon or too sudden- 
Vier.nam”"Or simply “losing a war’- jy Those who. Lmagirxe otherwise, who 
coidd rally again the hounds ot McCar-gyppQg^ Nixon’s views on domes- 
thvism against their party. tic politics conflict with bis notions of 

Nixon does not feel immune justug interests abroad, and that his 
ecausc he once was one oi the leaderspolitical survival incx- 


Nixon aoes .. ^ o.iu mai 

because he once was one oi the leaderspolitical survival incx- 
of that paek. On the coni.ra;<y, he^j.^|^jy toward total With- 

knows boiler than anyone else J^^^ifirawal “no matter whatK’ are 'dmost 

surely wrong. 




J 


A 


fij' ./^ 




















/ A 

During 1968 Henry Kissinger fre- 
"^ently said in private talks that the 
appropriate goal of US policy was a 
“decent intcrvar’-two to three years- 
between the withdrawal of US troops 
and a Communist takeover in Vietnam. 
In that year, an aim so modest had 
almost a radical ring; no major public 
figure, in fact, dared openly to endorse 
it. But in 1969, when Kissinger moved 
to the White House, his notion took 
on a sharper meaning and new ur¬ 
gency. It became not a goal but a 
requirement; and the “interval,” it 
became evident, could not end before 
November, 1972. In its new, tougher 
form, the doctrine had practical impli¬ 
cations for policy well beyond 1972. In 

over the next several years to achieve- 
both an indefinite fighting stalemate in 
Vietnam and support for such a stale-, 
mate in the US. And that aim had 
impheations for the prospects of re-- 
newed escalation of the air war in 
Indochina. 

\To begin with, it w^as evident in 
Paris by the spring of 1969 that Hanoi 
and the NLF would not accept terms 
that would meet the Administration’s 
needs for assuring non-Communist con- 
tiol in Saigon through at least 1972. 
Nor would the Russians intervene to 
achieve this, as Nixon had hoped. So 
the war had to go on. 

I Total Vietnamization? US military 
advisers held out no hope whatever 
that Saigon could be held with any 
assurance for three years, or even one 
year, if no US militar>^ personnel 
remained in South Vietnam. No fore¬ 
seeable improvement in ARVN, or 
amount of US aid, including air sup¬ 
port, would prop up Saigon reliably in 
the face of North Vietnamese forces if 
all cur tr oops jwxmt home, f^oth US 
troops and airpov/er were needed, in 
.sizable amounts, for years, perhaps 
indefinitcrly. 

I^In fact, through 1969 and, so f^r js 
is known, today, the highest mi’.iary 
leaders have never Judged ori? 
that the job of holding Saigon ..ouid 
be done, with reasonable and 

with adequate safety for i.'j 

troops, with fewer than 
tary personnel in the ciuiniry to 
provide air support, logistics, comniuni- 
cations, inteiligcnce, self-defense, and 
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strategic reserve. That figure, Nixon 
probably thinks, and with reason, is 
inflated; but there are limits to what 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff will certify as 
“militarily acceptable,” and the semi¬ 
permanent minimum may well turn 
out to be not much lower than 
100,000 for the end of 1972 and after. 
It is more likely to prove higher; and it 
will almost certainly not be less than 
half that figure, long after 1972. 



the military floor somewhere 
between 50 and 150,000 troops, the 
political ceiling is surely not very much 
higher. LBJ’s strategy, putting half a 
million US troops in the South, met 
the goal he defined in his first week in 
office; he left the White House five 
years later accused of many things, but 
not of being the first President to lose 
a war. Yet his approach was, obvious¬ 
ly, only a partial success; it saved 
Saigon but lost the White House. As 
would anyone determined to hold 
both, Nixon drew an immediate lesson: 
US troop levels and budget costs must 
go down, and casualties, draft calls, 
and news space must go down even 
more sharply. In fact, even 50,000 
troops—still twice as many as LBJ had 
in Vietnam at the onset of the bomb¬ 
ing—could be acceptable to the public 
or, better, ignored by it, only if US 
casualties were very low indeed and 
newsworthy North Vietnamese suc¬ 
cesses anywhere in Indochina almost 
nonexistent. 

IJThus Nixon’s practical goal—a “Ko¬ 
rean solution,” as officials began to 
call it-became clear: to make Indo¬ 
china safe for an indefinite presence of 
50,000 US troops or more in South 
Vietnam. The key to a solution, Nixon 
and Kissinger concluded, was to ex¬ 
pand the role of airpower, . and in 
particular, to restore and increase the 
threat of bombing the North. 

(jHlow else, they reasoned, could Nix¬ 
on ever compel successful negotiations? 
How could he induce the Russians to 
use their leverage for a settlement, 
unless the Russians were made to 
j fear-in Laos, say, or in Haiphong-that 
they would become more directly 
involved? 

How else could Nixon deter the 
North Vietnamese forces, once they 
recovered from the 1968 losses, from 
making embarrassing gains at will in 
Laos; or worse, from coming south to 
overpower ARVN; or worst of all, 
attacking the reduced US units, either 
destroying them or forcing them 
home? 

r‘Vietnamization,” if confined to the 
borders of South Vietnam and with 
the threat of escalation excluded, had 
no persuasive long-run answer to these 
threats. That, in the minds of some in 
Washington, in view of the unpromis¬ 
ing prospects in Paris, was an argument 
for total, prompt US extrication from 
Vietnam. To Nixon and Kissinger, it 
meant instead that a credible bombing 
threat was essential to their program. 

















The policy they decided on was in 
many ways a familiar one, especially 
for Republicans. Its main ingredients 
were precisely those prescribed twenty 
years ago by the “Asia-first” right-wing 
Republicans in Congress for preventing 
the “fall of China” ‘and, later, by 
MacArthur and others, for winning 
“victory” in Korea-the threat and, if 
necessary, use of US strategic airpower 
and allied Asian troops under a US- 
approved, authoritarian, and anti¬ 
communist regime, financed and 
equipped by the US and using Amer¬ 
ican advisers and logistical and air 

support. (Vice President Nixon had 
been willing to add some US ground 
combat troops to that package to save 
North Vietnam in 1954, before the fall 
of Dienbienphu, but this was consid¬ 
ered an aberration at the time.) 

If one adds the threat of nuclear 
weapons—a threat used privately, Nix¬ 
on believes, by Eisenhower to settle 
the Korean War, and later used public¬ 
ly by Secretary Dulles to influence the 
First Indochina War—one has all the 
elements underlying Dulles’s doctrine 
of “massive retaliation” and the “New 
Look” defense posture of the Eisen¬ 
hower Administration. This was the 
policy that enabled Republicans to 
combine aggressive rhetoric with a 
limited defense budget throughout the 
years when Nixon was Vice President. 
As an academic strategist during that 



period, Henry Kissinger dissented from 
-^^j^his formula mainly by stressing the 
role of “tactical” nuclear weapons (in 
the book. Nuclear Weapons and For¬ 
eign Policy, which made his reputation). 
But in Nixon’s Administration, the 
threat of nuclear weapons in Indochina 
is not—as yet, at least—an essential part 
of the strategy of Kissinger and Nixon 
(except, as usual, to deter Chinese 
intervention)-though they have point¬ 
edly refused explicitly to foreclose 
their use. The new strategy differs 
from the old mainly in relying on the 
strategic threat of non-nuclear bomb¬ 
ing. 

But how could Nixon and Kissinger 
believe, after the experience of the 
Sixties, that threats of massive bomb¬ 
ing could solve their problems in 
Indochina? What could new threats 
promise now, when the practice of 
sustained bombing under Johnson had 
in fact failed to deter or physically 
to prevent even the Tet offensive? 

Nixon’s answer was that the Demo¬ 
crats had moved too gradually and too 
predictably, and had never threatened 
or used heavy enough bombing. This is 
what the Joint Chiefs had been saying 
all along, though Nixon had no need 
to take instruction from them. He was 
using a language he shares with the 
generals when he explained after the 
Cambodian invasion that, whereas 
Johnson had moved “step by step,” 

V ^This action is a decisive move, and 
this action also puts the enemy on 
warning that if it escalates while 
^ we are trying to deescalate, we 
will move decisively and not step 
by step. 


0 




wnat ne was tnen threatening, as he 
had done before the election, was 
“decisive’’ bombing of targets long 
proposed by some US military chiefs 
and their political spokesmen: Hai¬ 
phong, “military targets” in Hanoi and 
, unrestrictedly throughout the North, 
t hfr d i kes , the communications with 
Chin^ 

Second, Nixon believed the threat 
would be newly credible and effective 
because he would demonstrate to Ha¬ 
noi that it could be carried out 
without destroying his own political 
base or ability to govern the US. 
Johnson had lost these, in Nixon’s 
view, because he had combined in¬ 
adequate air attacks with excessive 
numbers of ground troops, US casual¬ 
ties, and draft calls. Once those num¬ 
bers were diminished, Nixon believed, 

I the American public and its representa- 
- —- - 

tives in Congress would accept even a 
semi-permanent and geographically ex- 
. tended war, financed by America but 
with direct American combat actiop 
limited primarily to airpower. 

nr ^ 

lhat was a bold judgment to make in 
1969. Yet the North Vietnamese had to 
« be forced to accept this judgment if 
Nixon’s threat of bombing were to 
deter them from challenging a protract¬ 
ed American presence, or bring them, 
ultimately, to accept his terms for a 
“just peace.” Only convincing demon¬ 
strations of his willingness and ability 
to escalate could bring that about. 

The notion of “warning demon¬ 
strations” has thus been central to the 
tactics of Nixon and Kissinger, and it 

^ ^See Les Gelb and Morton H. Hal- 
perin, “Only a Timetable Can Extricate 
Nixon,” Washington Post Outlook sec¬ 
tion, May 24, 1970; and Halperin, 
“Vietnam: Options,” New York Times, 
Op-Ed page, November 7, 1970^Jh€- 
press has— oddly failed to y take 
account of these, two remarkaWfe “in¬ 
side” pieces on White House/threats 
and intentions,^ warning of/further 
^ escalation by Nixen; or to explore the 

4 . views of these two analysts^jfech of 

, ; ^ -whom served both Johnson and Nixon 

highly sensitive positions dealing 
with Vietnam policy, Halperin having 
served until September, 1969, as assis¬ 
tant to Henry Kissinger in the White 
House. 

This discussion owes a great deal to 
the thinking of these former col¬ 
leagues, Halperin in particularly though 
they are in no way responsible for any 
of the interpretations presented here- 
as it does to a number of others with 
^ comparable governmental experience 
who cannot be named. 




















explains the sequence of political 
threats and offensive actions they have 
taken over the last two years. As early 
as the spring of 1969, our first air 
attacks on Cambodia—not officially 
announced and Uttle noticed in the 
.US—were soon followed by a warning 
to Hanoi which was inserted in an 
otherwise moderate speech by Nixon 
on a Vietnam settlement. ^ 

At the same time the bombing x 
expanded in Laos, • and a series of r 
bombing raids began on North Viet- I 
nam. As these raids continued. Admin- \ 
istration officials gradually dismantled i 
Johnson’s 1968 “understanding” which 
had strictly limited the justification for 
such raids. Finally, in his televised 
interview with the press on January 5, 

1971, the President virtually aban¬ 
doned this “understanding.*'^ 

The ground invasion of Cambodia 
took place in spring, 1970; in the fall, 
troops landed in North Vietnam; now 
we are supporting an invasion of Laos. 

In each case the White House has 
conveyed unmistakable warnings 
Hanoi that more such action was to 

come. ; 

All of these actions could be, ana, 
were,' defended as tactics necessary to ' 
delay enemy build-ups or “spoil ene-1 
my offensives. Indeed, all of them may , 
keep things quieter in South Vietnam, | 
in the short run. They make offensive j 
action difficult and costly for the North , 
Vietnamese, thus delaying a new offen- j 
sive until Hanoi once again faces the • 
inescapable need to make the necessary I 
sacrifices. They do, in short, buy time 
with US airpower and thousands ot 
Asian lives. The airpower, especially 
the lavish use of armed helicopters, k 
substitutes for US troops. The fewer 

American troops in Vietnam, the more 
need for US airpower throughout Indo¬ 
china, if US losses are to ^e cut and 
the North Vietnamese prevented from . 
taking the initiative. 

Of course this view can be 'Chal¬ 
lenged on tactical grounds as well. By 
expanding the war, the com¬ 

manders are multiplying their risks and 
committing themselves to 
war in three countries, for only 
gains. In Laos, for example, US heli- 
f„p,« los^s »d S0«.h V,c.name» 

ca,„,lties may turn oul 
A right-wing coup may follow our 

interventions-reversing the order of 
events in Cambodia-with complex re¬ 
percussions, possibly including an in¬ 
creased Chinese combat 
which would automatically cause US 
nuclear contingency plans ^o be Pre¬ 
sented for consideration to the S®cr 
tary of Defense, if not to the 
dent And the North Vietnamese have 
considerable abUity. as i" 
respond to our moves in the bord 
areL by enlarging their control else- 


-But, as the White House planners see 
it, none of this tactical argument really 
matters. The domestic risks, in their 
view, are not great ones, even in the 
worst circumstances. After an unpopu¬ 
lar beginning, the operation- in Cam- 

2 Nixon daimed that the North Viet¬ 
namese had violated another under¬ 
standing that our “unarmed reconnais¬ 
sance planes could fly over North 
Vietnam with impunity,” although for¬ 
mer high officials in the Johnson 
Administration have denied that there 
was any such understanding. Nixon 
went on to state that “if they say 
there is no understanding in that 
respect”-as Hartoi leaders do say- 
“then there are no restraints whatever 
on us. 


T 
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bodia showed to Nixon’s satisfaction 
that the war can be re uce 
visibility while expanding geogr p 
cat: so long as US ground units are 
hot involved. 

In fact, tactical success is not what 
these initiatives are all about. ei 
. real significance, in every case, is that 
they are concrete warnings to the 
Hanoi leadership, and to their ovie 
‘'and Chinese allies-violent warnings 
hack UP verbal threats. 

They warn, first, of what Nixon is 

willing to do and feels free o 
without consulting Congress or feehng 
limited by Johnson’s precedent, bacn 
on of the measures listed above broke 
a restraint maintained or eventually 
imposed by Lyndon Johnson m h.s 
campaign to bring “pressures on Ha 
noi ” There were, after all, some goo 
reasons for observing those bmitations 
and many of those reasons are sti 
plausible. Nixon’s 

the more forcefully as deliberate sig 
nals to his opponents that he wi n 
be bound by earlier 

His actions demonstrat , 
more how far Nixon thinks he can go 
by "using the rationale of “protecting 
the lives of American troops and th 
formula of “limited-duration inter¬ 
diction operations, to P^™*; 
tion of the withdrawal of US forces 
These terms-Hanoi is meant to n 
tice-could be used just as ^e 
“limited” ground invasion Norih 
Vietnam to destroy depots and bases 
above the DMZ that has been men- 
tiord by General Ky. The sanie 
language could be used to justify the 
mining and aerial destruction of the 

port of Haiphong; or 
on the land and water links to China 
and on “military targets” throughout 
the North including Hanoi. All of these 
could be described as “limited m time 
arid Space.” 



In fact, each one of these moves 
could be presented as a logical pro¬ 
gression in a series of “interdictions” 
running from south to north, just as 
the present attacks in Laos “logically” 
followed the closing of the port of 
Sihanoukville by the Lon Nol govern¬ 
ment and the invasion of Cambodia. 
Each step could be explained as “clos¬ 
ing” a remaining door in the channel 
of war materiel to North Vietnamese 
and NLF forces in South Vietnam. 

To be sure, none of these steps 
could reliably close off that necessary 
trickle of supplies from the North, 
even if they were all taken together. 
But Nixon has been told this; again, 
that is not what such threatened moves 
are about. They point, rather, toward 
the program that the US Joint Chiefs 
of Staff have urged over the last 
decade in the absence of a permanent 
and “acceptable” settlement by Hanoi: 
the final destruction of “the will and 
capability of North Vietnam to wage 
war.” Or to survive. 

Not that Nixon hopes or expects 
this ultimate escalation will be neces¬ 
sary; his threats and commitments 
make it contingent on North Viet¬ 
namese behavior. Hanoi’s leadership is 
left two options for avoiding this 
punishment. It can, tacitly but per¬ 
manently, accept things pretty much as 
they are in the South, without initiat¬ 
ing heavy combat, or with no more 
than can be handily contained by 
South Vietnamese ground forces with 
US air support. The war would con¬ 
tinue. but military action would taper 
off and US casualties would virtually 
cease. Or else, bowing to tlxe con- 
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j elusion that the American people will 
support a low-level or airpower war 
indefinitely, and that the American 
President will meet any attempt to 
convert it to a high-cost war by 
burning North Vietnam to the ground, • 
the Hanoi leaders can seek to conclude 
a formal settlement on US terms. 

US officers choose to call the first 
possibility a “Korean solution”- 
though it could mean permanent war 
and permanent ^ US air operations— 
because it combines a permanent US 
.presence with very low US casualties. 
The second possibility, which defines 
Nixon s aim of “winning a just peace,” 
would more truly be a “Korean solu- 
^ tion, especially in view of Nixon’s 
conviction that settlement in Korea 
was based on the threat of massive 
bombings. Faith in either possibility 
permits Nixon to deny charges that he 
has chosen a **no-win” strategy. 


So Che’s prescription, finally, is 
turned around to Nixon’s ends. Not 
only did the short-run problem of 
lowering US casualties during a gradual 
and limited reduction of strength-the 
problem of “getting through ’72”- 
invite a broadening of the battleground 
to include the border bases and supply 
routes in Laos and Cambodia. Far 
more important, the symbolism of 
such widening-the dramatic crossing 
of frontiers in defiance of domestic 
protest and contrary expectations—was 
uniquely suited to making credible 
Nixon’s crucial threat: to extend the 
battleground to all of North Vietnam. 
From the moment that Sihanouk’s 
ouster cleared the way, it was almost 
inevitable that the search for a second 
“Korea” would lead the President to 
institute a second and a third “Viet¬ 
nam ”-to warn the North he could 
create a fourth. 


{In Laos the Administration is show¬ 
ing that it has learned its “lessons from 
Cambodia.” No American rifle units in 
action, crossing borders or shooting 
white college students. No promises, 
no bulletins, no news at all, in fact. No 
statement on the operation by the 
President. Instead, on the afternoon of 
the day the helicopters and amtracs 
moved across the border, Nixon went 
before the TV cameras with a brief 
message on ecology, beginning (accord¬ 
ing to the White House press release)* 

his Tragedy, Murder in the 
Cathedral, T. S. Elliott [sic] 
wrote, “Clean the air. Clean the 
sky. Wash the wind.” [sic] 

I have proposed to the Congress 
a sweeping and comprehensive pro¬ 
gram to do just that, and more—to 
end the plunder of America’s nat¬ 
ural heritage. 


* 















news photos of the 


-. No. TV or 
invasion were permitted; caineianien 
were barred from recording what we 
and our allies were doing to the 
natural heritage of their neighbors. 
(The Vietnamese were struck, a New 
York Times account reported, by the 
lushness of the yet undefoliated jungle 
they were entering.) Instead vicw'crs 
w’ere offered pictures of the moon and 
of the staging areas at Khe Sanh: an 
uncanny juxtaposition, the w'ar-created 
moonscapes near the DMZ compensat¬ 
ing for the lack of live coverage of the 
lunarization of 

_ hat will this new invasion mean to 

the people of Laos? War is not new to 
them, nor are foreign soldiers or 
American bombers; yet they are now 
feeling the impact of all these in a new 
and terrible way. As in Cambodia, the 
first operations are in relatively. un¬ 
populated areas; and as in Cambodia, 
the North Vietnamese forces will most 
likely fight back in more heavily 
populated lowdands and against towns, 
where our bombers and armed heli- 
copters will seek them out. Then^the 
[ refugees will come-many of them 
I from areas where they have lived for 
j years in the vicinity of Pathet Lao or 
[North Vietnamese troops-to the fetid 
enclosures on the outskirts of towns 
that are not being bombed, leaving | 
their dead behind them. 

“We have learned one thing in Laos 
and Cambodia,’’ the counsel for the 
Kennedy Subcommittee points out. 
“The mere presence of enemy forces 
does not lead to refugees. Heavy 
battles do; US bombing does.” 

As an essential part of Nixon’s 
winding down the war” for American 







How many wil 
^ ^ \^^hat is Richi 


But in the first twelve months of the 
Nixon Administration, the number of 
fefugees nearly doubled. The official 
estimate for the end of 1969-certainly 
a low one—w'as at least 240,000 (in a 
population of under three million). In 
the first eighteen months there were at 
least 30,000 civilian casualties, includ¬ 
ing more than 9,000 killed. The num¬ 
ber of refugees continued to ris*} in 
1970; by the fall it was almost three 
times the estimate for February^ 1968\^ 
Then in November of last^^y^r, US 
bombing escalated sharply in Laos. 

Whatever the impact of recent events 
on the flight of people within Laos, it 
is likely soon to be magnified by the 
effects of operations similar to those in 
Cambodia, where well over a million 
refugees have been “generated" during 
the last nine months (in a populatjion 
of about 6.7 million). There is • no 
available estimate of the number of 


i 3bec tlie Kenneay Mihcommiticc Staff 
• Report. "Refugee and Civilian War 
I Casualty Problems in Indochina." t.Sub- 
j committee to Investigate Problems 
j Connected vvith Retugecs and I s^upecs 
of ftic CMarnmilice on tiic Judiciary, 
United States Senate. September 2M, 
U)70.) Also see Senator Kennedy's 
“sanitized” summary of two classified 
reports on war victims in Laos, re- 


troops in South Vietnam, American ^ 

heavily on Laos and Cambodia. In the ^ ^ 

fall of 1969, more than 600 sorties a ^ 

day were being flown over Laos; some ^ 

of the heaviest months of bombing in ^— ^ \ 






the war occurred in 


that year, and 


again in 1970. The number of refugees 
ih--Laos had already risen sharply in 
1968, after American bombers were 
shifted in late March from North 
Vietnamese targets to areas in both 
northern and southern Laos. 
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civilian deaths in Cambodia since last 
spring’s irivasio.i. * 

will die in Laos? 

Richard Nixon’s best esti¬ 
mate of the number of Laotian people 
-“enemy” and “non-enemy”-that US 
firepower will kill in the next twelve 
months? 

He does not have an estimate. 

He has not asked Henry Kissin¬ 
ger for one, and Kissinger has not 
asked the Pentagon; and none of these 
officials has ever seen an answer, to 
this or any comparable question on the 
expected impact of war policy on 
human life. And none of them differs 
in this from his predecessors. (Sy.stems 
analysts in the~ bureaucracy m ake esti¬ 
mates as best^ they can of facToTir^ 



judged pertinent to policy: “costs ' or 
“benefits,” “inputs” or “outputs.” The 
deaths of “non-combatant people” 
have never been regarded by officials 
as being relevant' to any of these 
categories.) 

Officials woaid, iiowcvei, have avi 
answer of some sort if other parts of 
the government or the press or the 
public had ever demanded one. Were it 
not for the Kennedy Subcommittee 
there would be no over-all official 
calculations of past casualties in Viet¬ 
nam—not even the underestimated fig¬ 
ures that have been made available. 
But as a result of that nupstjoning and 
the subcommittee’s ov/n surveys and 
analyses, we now know that at least 
300,000 civilians have been killed in 
South Vietnam-mostly by US fire- 
power-between 1965 and 1970, out 
of at least one million casualties. Of 
these, the subcommittees’s calculations 
indicate that ^bout 50,000 civilians 
were killed in Nixop’s first vear in 

oa ti ■ hg t ^ fTSo the war not 


“wh^ing down^ for the p^ple of 
South\\^ietnam any more/than for 
their nei^bors; as would/be apparent 
to the Anibdcan public/if such figures 
v^'ere flashedNm the y^ening TV news 
along with US^ryi “enemy” casuai- 

ties.*5 

But even th^KenH^dy Subcommit¬ 
tee has mady no eff^ to calculate 
deaths and/injuries fro^ American 
bombing m North Vietn^; or to 
elicit e/imates of future \victims 
throug^ut Indochina. Nor ha\ the 
|p4--"tctgvfeio n. Nor has mere 
ra aoy for this 

iformatiom^ 



















































office, about 35,000 in his second. 



[Though reliable figures for Cambodia and Laos are not 

I ^ 

available—^the U.S. Executive makes no attempt to obtain them-^ 
the Kennedy Subcommittee staff estimates that civilian war 
casualties and deaths throughout Indochina were higher in 1970 


over 1969. Moreover, the refugee rate within South Vietnam 


began to increase in late 1970, and rose to the highest level 
in two years fcr the second quarter of 197 



So the war is not "winding down" for the people of 
South Vietnam, any more than for their neighbors; as would be apparent 
to the American public if such figures were flashed on the evening 
TV news along with U.S. and "enemy" casualties. 

But even the Kennedy Subcomm.ittee has made no effort to 
calculate deaths and injuries from. American bombing in North 
Vietnam; or to elicit estimates of future victim.s throughout 
Indochina. Nor have the press and television. Nor has there 
been any public demand for this information. 
















; It is against this background of two 
^^^ades of American official and pub¬ 
lic ignorance abo>M md indifference to 
our impact upon the people of Indo¬ 
china that one must understand the 
ease with which the Nixon Administra¬ 
tion has sold the slogan: “The war is 
trending down.” To agree with that 
proposition-and it is scarcely ques¬ 
tioned—is to define “the war” narrow¬ 
ly as “what is trending down”: US 
ground troops, US casualties, budget 
costs. It is simply to ignore those 
aspects' of the war that are “trending 
wp”: US air operations and ground 
fighting outside South ^ soiiiam, 
and the resulting cteaUis aiui i.nnes 
we are sponsoring in Laos ; Uam- 
bodia. jBut it cannot really be said that 
this narrowed perception is simply a 
hallucinatory trick played by the Nix¬ 
on Aihiiinnstration on liio public. • 
Americans have 'dways seen the Indo¬ 
china war this way. 

US '.milMary officers ate 


L 


^fferoT 



“War is killing people,” a RAND 
physicist was once instructed by Gen¬ 
eral Curtis LeMay,”^ne~bf history’s 
“terrible simplifiers.” “When you kill 
enough people, the other side quits.” 

But the new Administration is aban¬ 
doning the previous crude strategy of 
ground combat “attrition,” with its 
bloody-minded calculus of “body 
counts” and abstruse models of the 
birth rate of young “enemy males” to 
be killed in the future. Most of the 
victims that the new strategy kills as a 
result of its “warning demonstrations” 
have no place in bureaucratic calcula¬ 
tions. The same is true of the vast 
numbers of North Vietnamese people 
who will be threatened if their leaders, 
continuing thirty years of armed strug¬ 
gle, decide to fight against a “Korean 
solution.” The plans for air war de¬ 


signed by General LeMay may then be 
carried out by the Nixon Administra¬ 
tion. ^ 

A 1 Joseph Alsop, whose column not- 

^ mg the “cool courage” of the Pres¬ 
ident in Laos had been distributed 
widely by the White House, wrote 
several days after the Laos invasion. 
“As of now, Richard M. Nixon is 
beginning to appear as one of our 
better war presidents.” 

The passage our war President chose 
to recall to the American people that 
Monday afternoon of the invasion does 
not have to do with air pollution, or 
with any ordinary defilement. It speaks 
of murder. It is a chorus of horror 
chanted as murder is being done, in 
full view, at the wishes of a ruler, for* 
reasons of state. 



a^ 


Clear the air! clean the sky! 

^ t^the wind! take stone from stone 
■ and wash them. . y ' 

The land is foul the water is foul . 
f^ur beasts and ourselves defiled 
\with blood. 

A rain of blood has blinded my 
\fjeyes . .. . 

How how can I ever return, to the 
Osoft quiet seasons? 

Night stay with us, stop sun, hold 
^season, let the day not come, let 
\the spring not come. 

Can I look again at the day and its 
Y^.common things, and see them 
V all smeared with blood, through 
a curtain of falling blood? • ^ - 
^ — rrtrt^^^sh anything “fo 
happen.. .. 

In life there is not time to grieve 
\Jong. 

But this, this is out of life, this is 


fiout of time, j ^ 

An instant eternity of evil and i 

-f 

These line/Itfealmost unbearable for 
an American to read, in the year 1971, 
after the other years. If we are ever to 
return to the soft quiet seasons-and 
we have not earned an easy passage- 
enough Americans must look past 
options, briefings, pros and cons, to 
see what is being done in their name, 
and to refuse to be accomplices. They 
must recognize, and force the Congress 
and President to act upon, the moral 
proposition that the US must stop 
killing people in Indochina; that nei¬ 
ther the lives we have lost, nor the 
lives we have taken, give the US any 
right to determine by fire and airpower 
who shall govern or who shall die ir 
Vietnam, Cambodia, or Laos. D 
























